Die Dokumente auf EconStor dürfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden.
INTRODUCTION
On October 30, 1997, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) released its new standards for the collection and reporting of racial and ethnic data by Federal Agencies (OMB 1997) . Three of the changes are of particular interest here. First, respondents are allowed to select more than one racial category. Second, the former "Asian and Pacific Islander" category was split in to an "Asian" category and a "Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander" category. Third, Federal Agencies were asked to have the Hispanic/Latino origin 1 question precede the race question in survey collection efforts. In addition, the new standards specified some terminological changes to the categories. As a result, OMB has specified a minimum of five racial categories: The Census Bureau received an exemption to include "Some other race" as a category in the race question. As a result, these six categories and all the possible combinations of the six add up to 63 possibilities. For the purposes of this discussion, then, "two or more races" refers to the 57 possible combinations of the six categories. Thus, a response of "White" and "Asian" is considered a two-race response, while a response of "Chinese" and "Vietnamese" is not because the later contains two responses that fall in the "Asian" category.
CENSUS 2000 DRESS REHEARSAL
As a result of these significant changes, there is great interest about the extent to which these changes will affect the distributions by race and Hispanic/Latino origin. The first major test of these standards was the Census 2000 Dress Rehearsal in 1998.
The Census Bureau conducted the Census 2000 Dress Rehearsal in three sites: 1) Sacramento, California; 2) Columbia, South Carolina and 11 surrounding counties; and 3) Menominee County, Wisconsin. The resulting data provided us with an opportunity to preview what could happen in the Census 2000 of Population and Housing. Each dress rehearsal site was selected to allow the Census Bureau to test different data collection methodologies in areas with a range of demographic and geographic characteristics that may be encountered in the Census 2000 environment.
Although the sites were selected to represent a variety of environments, the sites were not representative of the nation's diversity. Further, the results in Census 2000 may differ from those in the dress rehearsal because of differences in data collection and processing procedures between the two data collection efforts. With these cautions in mind, the key findings in dress rehearsal were as follows: Table 1C shows the distribution of the population by Hispanic/Latino origin. The proportion reporting Hispanic or Latino ranged from a high of about 96 percent in Starr/Zapata Counties, Texas, to a low of less than 1 percent in Madison County, Mississippi. Tables 1D and 1E show the racial estimates and distribution for the non-Hispanic population and Tables 1F and 1G show the same information for the Latino population. In many sites, the non-Hispanic population demonstrated a racial distribution similar to that for the total population. Hispanics, by contrast, had a much different pattern of reporting race in most ACS sites with Hispanics reporting in either the "White" or "Some other race" categories. Just as in the Census 2000 Dress Rehearsal, Hispanics tended to have proportionately more reporting of two or more races. Table 2A shows the estimated number and percentage of people reporting two or more races in each ACS site along with a 90-percent confidence interval around the estimated percentage. As noted above, the highest proportion reported was for Yakima, Washington, with 4.5 percent. The 90-percent confidence interval around this estimate ranges from 3.7 to 5.3 percent, which was statistically indistinguishable from the 3.3 to 4.2 percent range around the 3.8 percent estimate in the Bronx. Madison, Mississippi appeared to have the lowest proportion (0.2 percent) but this percentage was not significantly different from that for Schuylkill County, Pennsylvania (0.6 percent). Table 2B shows the number of races reported by individuals by ACS site. In almost all ACS sites (as in Census 2000 Dress Rehearsal sites) at least nine of every ten people who reported two or more races provided exactly two races. One exception was Schuylkill County, Pennsylvania where about 78 percent of the multi-race responses consisted of two races and 22 percent consisted of three races. Other exceptions were Franklin County, Ohio and Multnomah County, Oregon, where almost 88 percent reported exactly two races and 11 percent reported exactly three races.
REPORTING OF TWO OR MORE RACES

Number of Races Reported
Reporting "Some other Race"
One of the reasons multiple-race reporting among Hispanics is higher is that they very frequently reported their Hispanic or Latino origin in the race question along with another racial category. In Census 2000, virtually all Hispanic or Latino ethnic responses to the question on race will be coded as "Some other race". Table 2C shows the number and percent of the population providing two or more races. Those estimates can be broken into two groups: 1) combinations of exactly two races which include "Some other race" as one of the races, and 2) all other combinations of two or more races.
If we are not as interested in combinations that include "ethnic" responses as races, then the last three columns, which exclude combinations including "Some other race" represent a better measure of multiple-race reporting. Yakima County, Washington, and Multnomah County, Oregon, appeared to show the highest proportions of multiple-race reporting with about 3 percent, but these percentages were not statistically different from that for Flathead/Lake Counties, Montana -2.2 percent. On the other hand, Starr/Zapata Counties, Texas, would have no multiple race reported if "Some other race" was not included in the determination of multiple race. Table 3A and 3B show estimates and percentage distributions of the four double-race combinations specified by OMB and other double combinations of OMB racial categories. From Table 3B it is clear that for about half of the ACS sites, the four doubles selected by OMB were the most significant combinations although only in rare cases did any combination exceed one percent of the total population. In addition, Asian and Black, and possibly Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander and White, turned out to be significant as well although in these sites these combinations never reached the one percent threshold level suggested by OMB. No other combinations were even close to the one-percent threshold (with possible exception of doubles that include "Some other race" as part of the combination).
"Minimum" and "Maximum" Racial Distributions
As can be seen in Tables 4A and 4B , the number and proportion of the population in each racial category varied by tabulation method. The "single race" definition, also known as the "minimum" distribution, includes only those responding to a single racial category. The "All-Inclusive" definition, also known as the "maximum" distribution, refers to those who responded to a particular category whether or not other categories were reported. For example, the White population in San Francisco County, California, ranged from 313,600 to 333,100 depending on the tabulation method chosen (and excluding variation due to sampling which could also increase the range). Accordingly, the percentage of Whites varied from about 42 to 45 percent in Table 4B . The percentage of Blacks ranged from 10.2 to 10.9 (corresponding estimates ranged from 76,300 to 81,400); American Indians ranged from 0.5 to 1.3 percent (corresponding estimates ranged from 3,500 to 9,900); Asian ranged from 34.6 percent to 35.8 percent (corresponding estimates ranged from 258,300 to 267,700); and Native Hawaiians and Other Pacific Islanders ranged from 0.7 to 0.8 percent (corresponding estimates ranged from 5,500 to 6,300).
Obviously, the effect of the difference from "minimum" to "maximum" on small racial categories can be quite large. For example, the proportion of American Indians and Alaska Natives in San Francisco County, California changed by 160 percent (from 0.5 to 1.3 percent) and 14 percent for Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islanders, compared to a change of six percent for Whites, seven percent for Blacks and African Americans, and three percent for Asians. These proportions varied by ACS site; but as a general rule, the percentage for the smaller racial categories varied substantially.
NON-RESPONSE TO RACE
One of the concerns expressed about placing the question on Hispanic/Latino origin ahead of the question on race was that it might cause the response to the race question to decline. As in the Census 2000 Dress Rehearsal, Table 5 shows that, except for Starr/Zapata Counties, Texas and Madison County, Mississippi, Hispanics/Latinos were less likely than non-Hispanics to provide a race. With the exception of Starr/Zapata Counties, Texas, the non-response to race among non-Hispanics was less than one percent. In Calvert County, Maryland, and San Francisco County, California, about 10 percent of Hispanics did not answer the question on race.
Non-Response to Hispanic/Latino Origin
The main reason suggested by OMB for placing the question on Hispanic/Latino origin ahead of the question on race was to reduce non-response to the question on Hispanic/Latino origin. There was very low non-response in all ACS sites compared to the national average of 10 percent non-response in the 1990 Census (see Table 6 ). These results were similar to those experienced in the Census 2000 Dress Rehearsal. Given that the non-response rate was lower for the White population than that for the total population, it appears that non-White respondents were more likely not to complete the question on Hispanic/Latino origin than were non-Hispanic White respondents. For example, 19 percent of Black respondents in Schuylkill County, Pennsylvania did not provide a response to the question on Hispanic/Latino origin. In Douglas County, Nebraska, 12 percent did not provide a response to this question. Very high percentages of American Indians and Alaska Natives and Asians in Jefferson County, Arkansas did not respond to this question, but the denominators were very small (226 and 250, respectively).
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
This examination of the 1999 ACS data confirms many of the findings of the Census 2000 Dress Rehearsal. The 1999 ACS results show the following:
1. 1) The highest proportion of two or more races reported appeared to be 4.5 percent in Yakima, Washington, but this was not significantly different from that for Bronx Borough, New York --3.8 percent. The lowest percentage appeared to be 0.2 percent in Madison, Mississippi, but this percentage was not statistically different from that for Schuylkill County, Pennsylvania-0.6 percent. Also, Hispanics/Latinos were much more likely to report two or more races, usually two races, of which one race was "Some other race." 2. 2) In most sites, about 90 percent of people who were of two or more races reported only two races. The one notable exception was Schuylkill County, Pennsylvania, where about 78 percent of the multi-race responses were doubles and 22 percent were triples. The great majority of the balance of the responses was three races, and very few reported higher-order combinations. If we exclude doubles that involve "Some other race," then the percentage of multiple-race responses declines substantially. Yakima County, Washington, and Multnomah County, Oregon, showed the highest proportions of multiple-race reporting with about 3 percent. Excluding combinations with "Some other race," Starr/Zapata Counties, Texas had no multiple-race reported. The most frequent race combinations reported were American Indian and White; Asian and White; Black and White; and American Indian and Black. In addition, the ACS data suggest that Asian and Black, and possibly Native
Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander and White, may turn out to be significant two or more race populations as well, although in these sites they never reached the one-percent threshold level. 3. 3) Overall, the differences between the "single race" (or "minimum") distribution and the "all-inclusive race" (or "maximum") distribution was not great because the reporting of two or more races is very low. However, the differences were much larger for smaller racial groups such as American Indians and Native Hawaiians and Other Pacific Islanders. 4. 4) The race non-response rates were generally quite low, and even lower among non-Hispanic respondents. Latinos were much more likely not to answer the race question, except in Madison County, Mississippi and Starr/Zapata Counties, Texas. 5. 5) Non-response to the question on Hispanic/Latino origin was dramatically lower in the 21 ACS sites than the national average 10 percent non-response in the 1990 Census. This result is, in all likelihood, due to placing the question on Hispanic/Latino origin ahead of the question on race and to a better understanding of the meaning of the question on Hispanic/Latino origin among the general population. On the other hand, many respondents, and Hispanics in particular, perceive race and ethnicity differently from the way the concepts are currently used in the Census and other federal surveys. Overall, across the 21 sites, about equal proportions of Hispanics/Latinos selected "Some other race" or "White" as their only race (about 45 and 47 percent, respectively), and usually reported their Hispanic or Latino origin in the race question.
In sum, these findings suggest, despite the lack of national representativeness of the 1999 ACS data, that the reporting of two or more races in Census 2000 may not be as extensive as some have thought. The ACS sites, overall, are probably more diverse than the national population, but do not include states such as New Mexico, Hawaii or the District of Columbia that have very high minority proportions. There were also few areas with large American Indian and Alaska Native populations. In addition, the survey did not include other well-known multiracial communities such as Oak Park/Chicago, Illinois and Columbia/Baltimore, Maryland where the extent of multiracial reporting could be much higher than for the nation as a whole. Furthermore, the awareness of the options to choose "one or more races" may not have been as pronounced in the 1999 ACS as it was in Census 2000, leading to a lack of awareness by the population at large of the possibility of this type of reporting.
Additionally, the order reversal of the race and Hispanic/Latino questions appears not to have affected adversely the response rates to these questions. It is clear that Hispanics are more likely to report multiple races, but a large proportion of them tend to repeat their Hispanic or Latino origin as one of the responses to race.
Although there are 57 possible combinations of the six major categories, it appears that about nine of every ten people reporting multiple races report only two races, and most of the balance are reports of three races. This lack of complexity may make it easier for data users to analyze and interpret the responses to these questions. Note: "Single" or "minimum" refers to an estimate of the number of persons who selected one race category, while "all-incluvise" or "maximum" refers to a race category that is selected alone or in combination with any other race category.
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